REMARKS 

Claims 14-22, 28-42, and 47-66 are pending in the present application and 
claims 14, 28, 40-42, and 54 have been amended to further clarify the invention. 

Office Action of January 30, 2009 

Applicant has carefully reviewed and considered the Office Action of January 30, 
2009. Applicant hereby requests entry of this Response and further reconsideration of 
the present application in view of the following remarks. 

in the Office Action, the amendment to the specification made in the response 
submitted on October 16, 2008 was objected to for allegedly containing new matter. 
The Office Action also rejected claims 14-22, 47, 52-61, and 63 under 35 U.S.C. 
§103(a) as being unpatentable over Williams etai. (U.S. Pat. No. 5,945,988) in view of 
Morrison et al (U.S. Pat. No. 6,253,502). The U.S. Pat. No..6,253,502 is issued to 
Lavton and not to Morrison et al. Applicant assumes that the Examiner made a 
typographical mistake and the reference should be U.S. Pat. No. 6,263,502 to 
Morrison et al. The Office Action also rejected claims 28-44, 48-51, and 63-66 under 
35 U.S.C. §1 03(a) as being unpatentable over Williams et al. in view of Lepley et al. 
(U.S. Pat. No. 5,389,963). Applicant respectfully traverses these grounds of rejection 
and requests reconsideration thereof. 

Objection to the Specification 

The Office Action objected to the amendment to the specification submitted in 
the last response for introducing new matter. Applicant traverses the objection and 
states that the amendment was a merely summary and logical conclusion of different 
features described throughout the specification. 

However, in an effort to move forward the specification, Applicant has deleted 
the amendment submitted previously. Therefore, Applicant respectfully requests the 
objection be withdrawn. 
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Rejection Under 35 U.S.C. §1 03(a) 

Claim 14 

The Office Action stated that Williams et ai. discloses every element of claim 14 
except transmitting the modified signal to a presentation device; however, the Office 
Action stated that Morrison discloses this element. Applicant respectfully disagrees 
with the Examiner's interpretation of the references. 

The Office Action stated that Williams et ai. discloses modifying said one signal 
in accordance with said at least one retrieved parameter value to produce a modified 
one signal and cited column 5, lines 19-29 as support. Upon close review, Applicant 
submits that cited passage seems to disclose ways by which a system identifies which 
user is using the system (col. 5, lines 8-12). The user may use a wireless device to 
watch TV (col. 5, lines 19-20); the user may surf the Internet (col. 5, lanes 21-22). 
There is no discussion about modifying a signal according to some parameter. 

Notwithstanding the above, Applicant has amended claim 1 to further 
distinguish the invention from the cited references. In particular, amended claim 14 
includes modifying the plurality of input signals according to system baseline values 
stored in the multimedia system for the plurality of different media devices without 
selecting a media device. The amendment is fully supported by the specification 
(page 8, lines 8-16). Applicant submits that this element is not disclosed by the cited 
references either individually or in combination. 

In view that the Examiner failed to clearly point out where in Williams et al. is 
disclosed modifying said one signal in accordance with said at least one retrieved 
parameter value to produce a modified one signal and the cited references do not 
disclose modifying the plurality of input signals according to system baseline values 
stored in the multimedia system for the plurality of different media devices without 
selecting a media device, Applicant submits that amended claim 14 is patentable over 
the cited reference and early notification thereof is respectfully solicited. 
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Claims 15-22, 47, 52-53, and 60-62 

Claims 15-22 depend from amended claim 14 and Applicant submits that they 
are patentable over the cited references for at least reasons stated above with regard 
to the patentability of amended claim 14. 

Claims 28 and 40-42 

The Office Action rejected claims 28 and 41-42 by using the rejection for claim 
40. The Office Action stated in the rejection for claim 40 that Williams et al. discloses 
every element of claim 40 except a switch for transferring input signals to a 
presentation device; however, the Office Action stated that Leplev discloses this 
element. Applicant respectfully disagrees with the Examiner's interpretation. 

However, in an effort to move forward the present application, Applicant has 
amended claims 28 and 40-42 to further distinguish the invention from the cited 
references. In particular, amended claims 28 and 40-42 include modifying the plurality 
of input signals according to system baseline values stored in the multimedia system 
for the plurality of different media devices without selecting a media device. The 
amendment is fully supported by the specification (page 8, lines 8-16). Applicant 
submits that this element is not disclosed by the cited references either individually or 
in combination. 

In view that the cited references do not disclose modifying the plurality of input 
signals according to system baseline values stored in the multimedia system for the 
plurality of different media devices without selecting a media device, Applicant submits 
that amended claims 28 and 40-42 are patentable over the cited reference and early 
notification thereof is respectfully solicited. 

Claims 29-39, 51, and 63 

Claims 29-39, 51, and 63 depend from amended claim 28 and Applicant 
submits that they are patentable over the cited references for at least reasons stated 
above with regard to the patentability of amended claim 28. 



Claims 48 and 64 

Claims 48 and 64 depend from amended claim 40 and Applicant submits that 
they are patentable over the cited references for at least reasons stated above with 
regard to the patentability of amended claim 40. 

Claims 49 and 65 

Claims 49 and 55 depend from amended claim 41 and Applicant submits that 
they are patentable over the cited references for at least reasons stated above with 
regard to the patentability of amended claim 41. 

Claims 50 and 65 

Claims 50 and 65 depend from amended claim 42 and Applicant submits that 
they are patentable over the cited references for at least reasons stated above with 
regard to the patentability of amended claim 42. 

Claim 54 

The Office Action rejected claim 54 using the same rejection for claim 14 and 
Applicant disagrees. Claim 54 has been amended similarly as to amended claim 14 
and Applicant submits that claim 54 is patentable over the cited references for the 
same reasons stated above with regard to the patentability of amended claim 14. 

Claims 55-59 

Claims 55-59 depend from amended claim 54 and Applicant submits that they 
are patentable over the cited references for at least reasons stated above with regard 
to the patentability of amended claim 54. 

Conclusion 

In view of the foregoing remarks, Applicant respectfully submits that claims 14- 
22, 28-42, and 47-66 are in condition for allowance and entry of the present 
amendment and notification to that effect is earnestly requested, if necessary, the 
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Examiner is invited to telephone Applicant's attorney (770-246-2599) to facilitate 
prosecution of this application. 

No additional fees are believed due. However, the Commissioner is hereby 
authorized to charge any additional fees that may be required, including any 
necessary extensions of time, which are hereby requested to Deposit Account No. 50- 
4290. 



Respectfully submitted, 

Theodore D. Wogofski. 
By his Representatives, 



Wang Law Firm, Inc. 

4989 Peachtree Parkway, Suite 200 

Norcross, GA 30092 

Telephone: 770-246-2599 

Fax: 770-216-1630 




Date April 29, 2009 



Li K. Wang 
Reg. No. 44,393 
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